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DETAILED ACTION 

The following is a Non-Final Office Action in response to the amendment filed March 3, 2006 
and the RCE filed April 4, 2006. Independent claims 22 and 32 have been amended. Claims 24 
and 34 have been cancelled. Claims 1-23 and 25-33 are pending in this application. 

Response to Arguments 

1. Applicant's arguments filed March 3, 2006 have been fully considered but they are not 
persuasive. 

2. Applicant's arguments regarding "the co-location of storage blocks of a target object to 
create an efficient cumulative backup object" (page 9). Examiner respectfully points out that is 
not claimed. 

3. Applicant's arguments regarding "only storage blocks of the target object (of the set of 
object) need be restored during the processing of Fl and CT9, thereby eliminating any restoring 
other than the target object" (page 10). Examiner respectfully points out that is not claimed. 

4. Regarding claims 1 and 15 applicant argues (page 12): "Zaremba includes no disclosure 
of identifying a target object within the database object for which full, incremental and 
differential backup files exists and generating a cumulative backup file for the target object off- 
line." Examiner respectfully disagrees. 

MPEP.2106. requires Office personnel are to give claims their broadest reasonable 
interpretation in light of the supporting disclosure. In re Morris, 127 F.3d 1048, 1054-55, 
44 USPQ2d 1023, 1027-28 (Fed. Cir. 1997). 
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Furthermore, the claims are given the broadest reasonable interpretation consistent with 
the specification and limitations in the specification are not read into the claims (In re 
Yamamoto, 740 F.2d 1569, 222 USPQ 934 (Fed. Cir. 1984)). 

In this regard, Zaremba's teaching of generating a full backup file for a set of object 
(col. 2, lines 26-44 and col.4, lines 8-67, Zaremba. A set of objects can contain only one object or 
more), generating incremental file for the set of objects wherein each of the incremental file is 
associated with the set of objects (col.4, lines 47-65 and col. 5, line 47 to col. 16, line 11, Zaremba) 
including identifying a target object within the database object for which full, incremental and 
differential backup files (col. 5, lines 1-46, Zaremba). Stevens is used as a secondary reference 
for Zaremba's deficiency "backup off-line". Stevens discloses an apparatus for remote recovery 
including the backup file that can be performed off-line (see col. 1, lines 49-56, Stevens). 
Therefore, Zaremba and Stevens combination disclose the claimed features. 

Regarding claims 22 and 32 applicant argues (page 13): "Zaremba is not believed to 
teach or suggest a plurality of storage components for the storage of backup information for a 
plurality of target objects in the form of full, incremental and cumulative backup information, 
wherein the incremental and cumulative backup information is associated with the collection of 
said plurality of target object; and wherein said cumulative backup information is generated off- 
line for a target object of the plurality of target objects based on the full and incremental backup 
information associated with the collection of saed plurality of target objects." Examiner 
respectfully disagrees. 

Zaremba clearly discloses a plurality of storage components for the storage of backup 
information for a plurality of target objects in the form of full, incremental and cumulative 
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backup information, wherein the incremental and cumulative backup information is associated 
with the collection of said plurality of target object (see col. 1, lines 45-49 and col. 2, lines 26- 
61; col. 4, lines 4-67; col. 5, line 13 to col. 6, line 1 1 and col. 8, lines 32-46, Zaremba). 
Furthermore, the claimed "collection of said plurality of target objects" in light of the 
specification pages 3 and 9 reads on target object of Zaremba. 

Furthermore, as explained above, Stevens is used as a secondary reference for Zaremba' s 
deficiency "backup off-line". Therefore, Zaremba and Stevens combination disclose the claimed 
features. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 f 
The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which the subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

5. Claims 1-2, 4-13, 15, 17-23, 25-30 and 32 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 

unpatentable over Zaremba (U. S. Patent no. 6,647,399) of record and further view of Stevens 

(U. S. Patent no. 6,145,088) of record. 

Regarding claims 1 and 15, Zaremba discloses a method for generating backup files in a 

computer system, comprising: 

generating a full backup file corresponding to a first time for a set of objects in 
the computer system (abstract; col.2, lines 26-44 and col.4, lines 8-67, 
Zaremba); 
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generating at least one incremental file for said set of object after the first time, 
wherein each of the incremental file(s) is associated with the set of objects 
(abstract; col. 2, lines 21-27 and col. 4, lines 47-65, Zaremba); 
identifying a target object within said set of object for the generation of 
cumulative backup files (abstract; col.2, lines 38-41 and col.5, lines 40-44, 
Zaremba); and 

generating at least one cumulative backup file corresponding to a second time, 
after the first time, for the target object (abstract; col.6, line 63-col. 7, line 21 
and col. 8, lines32-44, Zaremba). 
Zaremba, however, does not disclose that the backup file is performed off-line. Stevens 
discloses an apparatus for remote recovery including the backup file that can be performed off- 
line (see col. 1, lines 49-56, Stevens). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the 
art at the time of the invention to modify Zaremba. The motivation of doing so would have been 
to provide potentially relief for data loss (column 1, lines 49-56, Stevens). 

Regarding claim 2, Zaremba/Stevens combination further discloses that the generating of 
the at least one cumulative backup file includes analyzing at least one incremental file generated 
between the first and second time (abstract; col.5, lines 40-44; col. 7, lines 5-21 and col.8, 
lines32-44, Zaremba). 

Regarding claim 4, Zaremba/Stevens combination further discloses restoring the target 
object to the second time by processing the full backup file and the at least one cumulative 
backup file (col. 7, lines 5- 21 and col.8, lines32-44, Zaremba). 
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Regarding claim 5, Zaremba/Stevens combination discloses that the backup or restore the 
target object the second time after the first time (abstract; col.6, line 63-col. 7, line 21 and col. 8, 
lines 32-44, Zaremba). Since the combination system can reconstruct the target objects the 
second time (see col. 2, lines 32-49, Zaremba). It is clearly operated to reconstruct the third time 
as well as many times thereafter. 

Regarding claims 6-7, Zaremba/Stevens combination further discloses that the identifying 
includes identifying a related subset of files as the target object for a cumulative backup file 
(col.2, lines 38-41 and col.5, lines 40-44, Zaremba). 

Regarding claim 8, Zaremba/Stevens combination further discloses the identifying 
includes identifying a directory as the target object for a cumulative backup file (abstract; col.2, 
lines 38-41 and col.5, lines 40-44, Zaremba). 

Regarding claim 9, Zaremba/Stevens combination further discloses that a user identifies 
the target object (col.2, line 62-col. 3, line 5, Zaremba). 

Regarding claim 10, Zaremba/Stevens combination further discloses the monitoring and 
analyzing restore operations in the computer system (col.2, lines 38-41 and col.5, lines 40-44, 
Zaremba). 

Regarding claim 11, Zaremba/Stevens combination further discloses the identifying of 
the target object is designed to meet a condition of bounded restore time for the target object (1, 
lines 15-32, Zaremba). 

Regarding claim 12, Zaremba/Stevens combination further discloses controlling the 
frequency of generating at least one of a full, incremental and cumulative backup (abstract; col. 
7, lines 5-21 and col.8, lines32^44, Zaremba). 
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Regarding claim 13, Zaremba/Stevens combination further discloses a computer-readable 
medium having computer-executable instructions (col. 3, lines 47-60, Zaremba). 

Regarding claim 17, Zaremba/Stevens combination further discloses that the generating 
of said at least one cumulative backup file is performed off-line (see Fig. 2 and col. 1, lines 49- 
56, Stevens). 

Regarding claim 18, Zaremba/Stevens combination further discloses the monitoring and 
analyzing restore operations (col. 2, lines 50-61, Zaremba). 

Regarding claim 19, Zaremba/Stevens combination further discloses that the identifying 
of the target object is designed to meet a condition of bounded restore time (col. 2, lines 32-49, 
Zaremba). 

Regarding claims 20-21, Zaremba/Stevens combination further the frequency of 
generating at least one of a full, incremental and cumulative backup (abstract; col. 7, lines 5-21 
and col.8, lines32-44, Zaremba). 

Regarding claims 22 and 32, Zaremba discloses a computer system (Fig. 1) comprising: 
a plurality of servers having at least one connection to a communications 
network (see col. 3, line 46 to col. 4, line 7, Zaremba); and 
a plurality of storage components for the storage of backup information for a 
plurality of target objects in the form of full, incremental and cumulative backup 
information, wherein the full and incremental backup information is associated 
with the collection of said plurality of target objects (see col. 1, lines 45-49; col. 
2, lines 26-61; col.4, lines 4-67; col.5, line 13 to col. 6, line 1 1 and col.8, lines 
32-46, Zaremba); 
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Zaremba does not disclose that the backup information wherein the backup can be 
performed off-line. Stevens discloses an apparatus for remote recovery including the backup file 
that can be performed off-line (see Fig. 2 and col. 1, lines 49-56, Stevens). It would have been 
obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to modify Zaremba to 
include the claim feature. The motivation of doing so would have been to provide potentially 
relief for data loss (col. 1, lines 49-56, Stevens). 

Regarding claim 23, Zaremba/Stevens combination discloses wherein the target object is 
reconstructed by processing at least one cumulative backup file of the cumulative backup 
information associated with said target object and a full backup file associated with the collection 
of said plurality of target objects (see col. 2, lines 32-49, Zaremba). 

Regarding claim 25, Zaremba/Stevens combination discloses wherein the plurality of 
storage components store backup information for the target object according to a user 
specification as to which subset of files comprises the target object (see col. 2, lines 31-33, 
Zaremba). 

Regarding claim 26, Zaremba/Stevens combination discloses that the plurality of storage 
components store backup information for a volume (see col. 5, lines 4-9, Zaremba). 

Regarding claim 27, Zaremba/Stevens combination discloses that the plurality of storage 
components store backup information for a directory (see col. 6, line 63 to col. 7, line 3, 
Zaremba). 

Regarding claim 28, Zaremba/Stevens combination discloses that at least one of the 
plurality of servers generates the backup information in response to monitoring and analyzing an 
inefficiency of a system restore operation (see col. 6, lines 4-10, Zaremba). 
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Regarding claim 29, Zaremba/Stevens combination discloses a condition of bounded 
restore time for the plurality of target objects (see 1, lines 15-32, Zaremba). 

Regarding claim 30, Zaremba/Stevens combination discloses the generation of a 
cumulative backup file includes the analysis of at least one incremental file of the incremental 
backup information generated for the plurality of target objects (see col. 1, lines 45-49 and col. 2, 
lines 26-61, Zaremba) 

6. Claim 14 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Zaremba (U. S. 
Patent no. 6,647,399) of record in view of Stevens (U. S. Patent no. 6,145,088) of record and 
further in view of Fletcher et al. (U. S. Patent no. 6,038,379) of record. 

Regarding claim 14, Zaremba/Stevens discloses all of the claimed limitations as 
discussed above, except "the storage block mappings for the target object" and "the change is 
stored in the format of MTF". 

Fletcher discloses a data backup and restores system for computer network including the 
claimed feature (see col. 6, lines 10-19 and col. 8, lines 18-36, Fletcher). It would have been 
obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to modify the teaching of 
Zaremba and Stevens. The motivation of doing so would have been to enhance the full backup 
and recovery system, for example, the capability of interchanging data between different 
operating system (see col. 2, lines 14-19, Fletcher). 

7. Claims 3, 16, 31 and 33 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Zaremba (U. S. Patent no. 6,647,399) of record in view of Stevens (U. S. Patent no. 6,145,088) 
of record and further view of Pongracz et al. (U. S. Patent no. 6,073,128) of record. 
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Regarding claims 3, 16, 31 and 33, Zaremba/Stevens combination discloses all of the claimed 
limitations as discussed above, except that at least one incremental file is performed in reverse 
chronological order. Pongracz discloses a method for identifying files used to restore a file and is 
performed in reverse chronological order (see col.3, lines 45-49, Pongracz). It would have been 
obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to modify Zaremba/Stevens 
to include the claim feature as taught by Pongracz. The motivation of doing so would have been 
to provide a properly backup file system (see col.3, lines 36-39, Pongracz). 

Conclusion 

8. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Hanh B. Thai whose telephone number is 571-272-4029. The 
examiner can normally be reached on 8 AM - 4:30 PM. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Don Wong can be reached on 571-272-1834. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 
i 
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